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Field and Background of Invention 

The invention relates to an assessment method used to select the suitable 
candidate(s) (from a pool of candidates) for target position(s) in any 
organization. The invention seeks .to overcome one of the predominant 
difficulties in hiring new employees : the lack of ability to cross match the right 
personality and abilities of a candidate, with the requirements demanded by a 
specific organization. , and subsequently predict who, then among all the 
candidates would be the most suited for a certain position in particular 
circumstances. . _ u i 

In spite of numerous candidate screening and testing techniques, on the market 
which give general, descriptive assessment on a candidate, as of yet there is no 
accurate enough way to cross-reference between those screening results, and the 
specific environment (i.e. the company), where the candidate is intended for 
employment .This'is owed to the fact that human nature is too complex for a 
simple assessment analysis, to reach high prediction level in this area. 

The invention offers a computerized technique, which identifies that specified 
match, by defining the correlation between a)the abilities of current employees and 
b)their success (performance level) in the organization - This correlation is a 
proven basis for checking candidates, because essentially, performance evaluation 
would prove to be the crucial axiom for candidate suitability prediction. 

Another utilization of this method can be applied to the tasks of 'Matching 
Managers to their Subordinates', i.e. the ability to discem in large scale 
organizations abundant v/ith line-managers, whom among the existing or potential 
employees will best match the requirements and management style of each 
manager. 

Summary of Invention 

The invention adopts a different approach for better, improved prediction of 
candidate's perforrriance in a certain environment. The current approaches for 
solving this problem are: 

1 . Test the candidate on general abilities, and whoever gets the best score is 
considered to be the best one. 
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2. Test the candidate on 'industry specific' abilities - Usually, based on history of 
testing in various organizations, over a long period of time. 

3, Test the candidate on parameters, previously gathered within the organization. 
This approach assumes that the main abilities of top performers, will serve as 
the basis for finding the 'future* top performers - e.g. if the most successful 
employees are mostly Assertive, with a relatively Strong memory and with a 
high level of basic general knowledge - This is what should inherently be 
looked for, regarding candidates applying for the same position. This is the 
*liriear grading approach'. 

The above three techniques ignore important critical tn.iths, like: 

a. Each organization has different standards and requirements, which could 
significantly lower predictions of a 'standard' assessment. 

b. The predictive validity of the 'linear approach' is not that high. Human beings 
have proven to be a repository of intricate traits of varying levels (including 
some that are not openly perceived) ~ and a successful professional is not 
always the one who ranks among the top not always good) in all his/her 
attributes. 

Tliis invention takes a *non-linear approach', by finding the set of rules which 
create the best correlation between the existing employees, and their level of 
success in the organization. To do so, one needs a very complex, computerized 
modeling program, which yields that correlation out of huge amount of 
combinations. But, once, and if, it is found - It will prove to be the most 
efficient predictive formula to predict success for new hires. 

In the description below, this process is explained. 



Terminology 

• Attribute (AT) - An ability/characteristic of a person (examples: visual 
memory, friendliness, stress tolerance). 

• Ability Test (ABT) - A test which checks one, or a few, attributes. 

• Attribute Score (ATS) - A grade given to the person, following a test, for a 
certain attribute. 

• Performance success criteria (PSC) - A certain criteria which the employer 
measures the employee by, within the job the employee is currently 
performing (examples: productivity, serviceability). 

• Employer's Evaluation (EVAL) - A grade given to the person, by the 
employer, v/hich reflects the performance of the employee, in a certain PSC, in 
a certain job. 

• Correlation Formula (CF) - A formula which contains set of mles, involving 
ATS's which give the best correlation for a certain job. CF is SPECIFIC to a 
certain job, in a certain organization. 

• Correlation Formula Score (CPS) - The grade given to a person, based on the 
CF. NOTE: CFS is SPECIFIC to a certain job, in a certain organization. 
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Process 



Goal of the purported method: Being able to predict the EVAL for each 
candidate (who applies for a particular position in a particular organization).- 
which he/she would get after working some time m the organization. 
Reasoning: Since the EVAL reflects the satisfaction level of the employer with 
the employee's performance, it would be the single most important factor towards 
hiring a particular candidate for the target job. 

Step 1: Test a sample of existing employees in the same organization, working at 
Ih^siifsame position. Tests should include as many AT's (attributes) as possible, 
which could be deemed as relevant for the position. According to research, the 
most important AT's which influence job performance, encompass cognitive, 
personality, and integrity attributes. 

NOTE- The correlation gains stability as the number comprising the sample of 
existing employees increases, Minimum sample for a correlation is usually 50. 

Result; Every employee, will be graded with ATS'es (Attribute Scores) for all 
attributes checked. 



FIG 1 - Attribute Scores for Employees 



Attribute 
Emolovee 


Visual 
Memory 


Knowledse 


Assertivenes! 


Stress 
Tolerance 


Other ... 








John Smith 


68 


91 


46 


88 




Patricia Brooks 


55 


66 


•78 


78 




Ann Gillmor 


91 


92 


45 


55 




Other... 













Step 2: Every employee in the saiiiple, should be given an EVAL (evaluation) for 
^Jie^more PSC (Performance Success Criteria). The EVAL should reflect as 
accurately as possible, the success of the employee in that specific PSC. 



A list of EVAL's for each tested employee. 



FIG 2 - Evaluation Grades for Employees 
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Customer 


lOther... 


PSC 


Performance 




Satisfaction 




Emnlovee 










John Smith 


71 


66 


76 




Patricia Brooks 


45 


95 


71 




Ann Gillmor 


81 


63 


55 




Other... 
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Step 3: A computerized program searches for strong positive correlation, between 
the ATS's and EVAL's of all employees. The result of the process will yield the 
CF (Correlation Formula) for this job. The CF is derived from only certain APs, 
which appeared in the test. Many of the AT's have no contribution to the 
Correlation, and will not be part of the CF. 

Correlation of the entire group should be checked for its level of sufficiency. In 
addition to the standard correlation check, another verification is done, by a series 
of eliminations, each time detracting one employee, from the formula, and 
checking him/her against that formula - This is the 'worst case scenario' yielding 
the lowest correlation of this model. If the worst case scenario is good enough 
(typically above .5), the model is proved to be very solid. 

If correlation is not good enough, the following actions could be taken: a) Second 
review of the EVAL's, to make sure that they are accurate, b) Enhance the number 
of employees in the sample, in order to find a different, improved CF. 

The computerized program also uses an 'Expert System' approach, i.e. using 
human knowledge to improve the model - Some predefined rules eliminate the 
need to go over all combinations (which can reach a very high number), and 
should serve as input to the computerized program. These rules are mostly related 
to 'most common combinations of ATs', since some of the combinations are not 
relevant. 

Result: 1) A CF for the job. 2) CFS's for all employees who were tested in order 
to build it. 

FTG 3 - Employees Evaluations fX axis^ and ClF S fY axis) 



CFG ^ 

Jolbii 5i»itli ^ 

** Aim Cilliuor 

•4 

P<iti'i<io Brooks ^ 

I 



EVAL 
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step 4: New candidates are tested against the CF, which was previously 
identified (designated) for the job. The computerized program gives the candidate 
a CFS, according to the CP. The CPS enables the organization to get two crucial 
results: 

A. The grade given to the candidate, in respect to THE EXACT JOB in this 
organization. 

B. The closest employee(s) to whom the candidate's job performance^ will be 
similar to (example below: Gina Heart will be similar to Patricia Brooks). 

These two parameters dramatically improve the abilities of the employers to 
identify the optimal candidates for their own organization, and they can solve 
many prevalent problems regarding poor judgment of candidates. ^ 

Result: A list of candidates with their CPS's and similarity to the existing 
employee base. 



FIG 4 — Matching a candidate to the sample group 
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Conclusion : 

Research of pre-employment screening techniques show that even in most cases it is 
difficult to reach validity levels (correlation) of .5, through the utilization of 
combinations of all the available techniques (a well known research on this subject 
is- The validity and Utility of Selection "Methods in Personnel Psychology: Practical 
and Theoretical Implications of 85 years of Research findings' (Psychological 
Bulletin, 1998, Vol. 124, No. 2, 262-274)". 

An analysis of the method introduced above, attests a validity level above .65 and 
up to .88, which indicates a significant breakthrough in the selection/assessment 
field, and' will have a huge impact on the huge recruitment market worldwide. 
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What is claimed: 

1 . one or more aspects of method of matching candidate selection for 
a job, to the requirements of a specific organization, by creating an 
organization-specific job profile substantially as described herein. 
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